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To: ~od=rd @ 9olden~e.~er.~.g~, jhe~ @ ~lden~e.~ter.~gov
~ Ph~p Wood~S~S@EP~ ~Rn S~win~SEP~SOEPA
S~ ~mme~ on Water Qua(i~ Ta~ Mat~ ~ Dm~ WQPP

Ri~ & Jud~

~ i m~oned in my ~13 ~mmen~ to you on ~e dm~ WQPP. I pas~ a cow of T~le 5 (C~FED
W~r Qu~ Ta~ for P~etem of Concern) ~m ~e Water QualiW Program Plan on ~ ~PA =aft in
our ~nda~ and pe~ ~. They highligh~ a ~uple ~ issues~n~ms thin I want to p~s on to

1)    ~ile ~e ~er targe~ listed are generally consi=ent ~ ~e Ca~fomia To~ Rule (~),
am no hu~ heath numbe~ li~ed ~r a number of pa~e~m that were ~cluded in ~e ~ In
several ~es, these numbem are much lower ~an the aquatic life ~ed~ includ~ in the ma~ ~ese
i~ude:

Parameter Human Health Criteria (based on 30-day average)
PCB .00017 ug/l
DDT .00059 ug~t
chlordane .00057 ug/t
toxaphene .00073
Hg (total) .05 ug/I

2)    The narrative in the matrix identifies numbers for the Delta both east and west of the Antioch
Bridge. This appears to capture the distinctions between the Central Valley and San Francisco Regional
Water Quality Control Board Basin Plans. However, the actual boundary between the two Regional
Boards is Collinsville, which is a fair bit west of the Antioch Bridge.

3)    For the water numbers listed for PCBs (p. 41) in each of the regions, the text following should
read "(sum of cogeners)’, not "each of 7 cogeners’. (This error Originally occurred in the publication of the
National Toxics Rule, but was corrected in the CaJifomia Toxics Rule.)

4)    The matrix doesn’t include any toxicity targets for the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers (p. 45 -
*Toxicity of Unknown Origin*). Similar to what was included for the Delta region west of the Antioch
Bridge,bye suggest ~nciuding the narrative text from the Central Valley Regional Board’s Basin Plan for
toxicity (p. 111-8.00) which reads "All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations
that produce detrimental physbiogical responses in human, plant, animal, or aquatic life...Compliance with
this objective will be determined by analysis of indicator organisms, species diversity, population density.
growth anomalies, and biotoxicity tests of appropriate duration or other methods as specified by the
Reg~on~d Water

5)    The matrix also doesnI include any targets for nutrients (nitrate) for the San Joaquin and
Sacramento Rivers (p. 43). We suggest using the same number {10 mgil) as was used for the Delta at
drinking water intakes. (This number derives from EPA’s and the State’s MCL for treated water.)

6)    For selenium (p. 39), the table should also list criteria adopted by the Central Valley Regional
Board in May 1996 for two important tributaries of the San Joaquin River. Specifically. the Board adopted
the following water quality objectives for selenium:

Mud Slough (north) and 5 ug/L (based on ,t-day average)
San Joaquin River from Sack dam to Vemalis
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